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81st Congress ) HOUSE OE REPRESENTATIVES ( Report 
2d Session J ( No. 2162 


PROVIDING FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF PERFORM- 
ANCE-RATING PLANS FOR CERTAIN OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


May 29, 1950- 


Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Murray of Tennessee, from the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, submitted the following 

report 

[To accompany II. R. 7824] 

The Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (II. R. 7824) to provide for the administration of per- 
formance-rating plans for "certain officers and employees of the Fed- 
eral Government, and for other purposes, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon with amendments and recommend that the 
bill, as amended, do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: . 

1. Page 2, strike out lines 4 to 9, both inclusive, and insert m lieu 

thereof the following: 

(b) This Act shall not apply to — 

(1) the Tennessee Valley Authority; 

(2) the field service of the Post Office Department; . 

(3) physicians, dentists, nurses, and other employees m the Department of 
Medicine and Surgery in the Veterans’ Administration whose compensation 
is fixed under Public Law 203, Seventy-ninth Congress, approved January 3, 

19 (4) the Foreign Service of the United States under the Department of 
State; 

(5) Production Credit Corporations; 

(6) Federal Intermediate Credit Banks.; 

(7) Federal Land Banks; 

(8) Banks for Cooperatives; . . _ , , ,, f 

(9 officers and employees of the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia whose compensation is not fixed by the Classification Act of 1949 
(Public Law 429, 81st Cong., approved October 28, 1949). 

2 Page 5, line 14, strike out beginning with the word “is” down 
through the word “with” in line 15, and insert in lxeu thereof the 
following: “does not meet the requirements of”. 
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2 ADMINISTRATION OF PERFORMANCE- RATING PLANS 

PURPOSE OF AMENDMENTS 

(1) The first amendment revises subsection (b) of section 1 of the 
bill in the following manner: (a) The exemption applying to em- 
ployees in the Territories and possessions of the United States is 
omitted, ( b ) adds additional exemptions including the production 
credit corporations, Federal intermediate credit banks, Federal land 
banks, banks for cooperatives, and officers and employees of the 
municipal government of the District of Columbia who are not under 
the Classification Act of 1949, and (c) makes a perfecting revision in 
the language relating to the Department of Medicine and Surgery of 
the Veterans’ Administration. 

(2) The second amendment is merely a perfecting amendment which 
changes the language of subsection (c) of section 8 by inserting 
language which is more consistent with the other provisions of the 
bill. 

STATEMENT 

The purpose of the bill, amended as shown above, is to provide for 
a performance-rating system for certain officers and employees of the 
Federal Government to replace the existing efficiency rating system 
provided for in title IX of the Classification Act of 1949. 

The bill applies generally to all departments and agencies in the 
executive branch of the Government, with the exception of certain 
departments and agencies or parts thereof which, in the judgment of 
the committee, have satisfactory performance-rating systems for 
their employees. 

With respect to the departments and agencies covered, the general 
policy is provided that each department and agency shall establish 
and use a performance-rating system for evaluating the work per- 
formance of its employees under p erf ormanee-ra. ting plans approved 
by the Civil Service Commission. 

The legislation provides that performance-rating plans shall be as 
simple as possible, that work-performance requirements be made 
known to the employees affected, and that operation of the perform- 
ance-rating system shall improve the effectiveness of the employees’ 
performances and strengthen supervisor-employee relationships. 

The present ratings of “Excellent,” “Very good,” “Good,” “Fair,” 
and “Unsatisfactory” are replaced by three ratings of “Satisfactory,” 
which corresponds to the former efficiency rating of “Good” as used 
in the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944 and other laws superseded by 
this legislation; “Unsatisfactory,” which rating shall serve as a basis 
for removal from the position in which such unsatisfactory performance 
is rendered, and “Excellent,” which shall be accorded when all aspects 
of work performance not only exceed normal requirements but are 
outstanding and deserve special commendation. 

The legislation further provides that no officer or employee shall be 
rated “Unsatisfactory” without a 90-day prior warning and a reason- 
able opportunity to demonstrate satisfactory performance. Al- 
though this requirement is included in rules and regulations of the 
Civil Service Commission at the present time, the committee believed 
the provision should be included in this bill. 

The procedure provided for in the bill with respect to the establish- 
ment of boards of review for the purpose of considering performance- 
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rating appeals is identical with the present procedure with respect to 
efficiency-rating appeals. 

The appellant whose performance rating is less than “Excellent” 
shall be entitled as a matter of right to a hearing and decision on the 
merits of the rating appealed, and such appellant or his designated 
representative, as well as representatives of the employing department, 
shall be afforded an opportunity to submit pertinent information 
orally or in writing and to hear or examine and reply to information 
submitted by others. 

The present rights of Federal employees to appeal their efficiency 
ratings to an impartial and independent board of review is included 
in the legislation. In addition, upon the request of any officer or 
employee of a department covered by the legislation, such department 
shall provide an impartial review of the performance rating of such 
officer or employee. 

The Civil Service Commission is authorized by the legislation to 
issue such regulations as may be necessary for the administration of 
the provisions of the bill. Also, the Commission is responsible for 
the inspection of performance-rating plans and may revoke its ap- 
proval of such plans if it determines that such plans are not being 
administered in compliance with the provisions of the bill. 

The bill amends section 701 of the Classification Act of 1949 (Public 
Law 428, 81st Cong., approved October 28, 1949), by striking out the 
requirement that an officer or employee must have his service and 
conduct certified as satisfactory before such officer or employee is 
entitled to within-grade step increases or longevity step increases 
provided for in title VII of the Classification Act of 1949. Such 
within-grade or longevity step increases would be granted when an 
officer or employee has a current performance rating of “Satisfactory” 
or better. 

The bill specifically repeals title IX of the Classification Act of 1949 
which provides for the present efficiency rating system and other acts 
or parts of acts which are inconsistent with the provisions of the bill. 

Extensive hearings were conducted with respect to this legislation 
at which time representatives of Federal employee organizations, 
including the American Federation of Government Employees, the 
National Federation of Federal Employees, Government Employees’ 
Council, and the American Federation of Labor appeared and unani- 
mously supported the provisions of the bill. 

The Civil Service Commission and the Bureau of the Budget sub- 
mitted reports to the committee regarding this legislation which 
stated that the bill represented an improvement over the present 
efficiency rating system, but suggested amendments striking out cer- 
tain provisions which the committee considers vital to the proper 
administration of a performance-rating system affecting Federal 
employees. 

Commissioner Frances Perkins appeared before the committee and 
expressed the views of the Civil Service Commission and specifically 
opposed the requirement that the departments and agencies covered 
by the legislation should be required to establish and use one or more 
performance-rating plans for evaluating the work performance of 
their officers and employees. Also, Commissioner Perkins stated the 
Commission believed it was unnecessary for the legislation to contain 
language outlining broad policy with respect to the contents of 
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performance-rating plans. In addition, the Commission was opposed 
to the language of the bill which provided for an independent and 
impartial board of review in each department, whose chairman shall 
be designated by the Civil Service Commission, to review appeals of 
officers and employees from performance ratings of less than 
“Excellent.” 

The committee carefully considered the proposals of the Civil 
Service Commission with respect to amending the legislation, but 
agreed unanimously: (1) That departments and agencies covered by 
the legislation should be required to provide performance-rating plans, 
subject to the approval of the Civil Service Commission, (2) that the 
bill should outline appropriate broad policy under which performance- 
rating plans are to be administered, and (3) that officers and employees 
covered by the bill are entitled to impartial reviews of their perform- 
ance ratings through appeals to an independent board composed of a 
member designated by the head of the employing agency, a member 
designated by the employees of such agency, and a chairman desig- 
nated by the Civil Service Commission. 

According to information furnished the committee during the last 
8 years, 46 percent of employee appeals to efficiency rating boards of 
review were adjudicated in favor of the appellants. This record fully 
justifies the position of the committee against abolition of employee 
appeals to boards of review in connection with performance ratings. 
The present rights of Federal employees should be preserved. 

The general objective of the legislation is to provide a more flexible 
and workable performance-rating system for Federal employees. In 
the opinion of the committee the bill provides adequate safeguards 
for all Federal employees and will result in a more efficient Federal 
civil service. Although the legislation contains general policy re- 
quirements, there is sufficient flexibility to allow the Civil Service 
Commission and the departments and agencies to work out, within 
reasonable limitations, performance rating plans which will be superior 
to the efficiency-rating system under present law. 

The committee estimates that the legislation will result in a saving 
in Federal funds, by reason of the fact there will be less performance- 
rating appeals by Federal employees since the number of ratings has 
been reduced from five to three. 

Section 903 of .the Classification Act of 1949 provided that the 
Civil Service Commission should make a study of the efficiency- 
rating system in the Federal service and submit a report to the 
Congress on or before February 1, 1950. Appendix 1 contains a 
history of the efficiency-rating system included in that report. 

The reports of the Civil Service Commission dated March 30 and 
March 1, 1950; the Bureau of the Budget dated May 12, 1950; and 
the District of Columbia Commissioners dated May 2, 1950, are as 
follows: 

United States Civil Service Commission, 

Washington , D. C., March SO, 1950 . 

Hon. Tom Murray, 

Chairman , Committee on Post Office and Civil Service , 

United States House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Murray: This is in response to the request in your letter of March 
24, 1950, which we acknowledged on March 27, 1950, for a report on a bill, H. R. 
7824, to provide for the administration of performance-rating plans for certain 
officers and employees of the Federal Government, and for other purposes. 
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Although this bill is somewhat similar to H. R. 7264, which follows the draft 
of the Commission’s recommendations in its report of January 31, 1950, it is 
different in several respects. 

H. R. 7824 proposes mandatory-rating plans in lieu of optional-evaluation 
plans recommended by the Commission. We believe that practically all Federal 
agencies will find it necessary to use plans for evaluating employee performance, 
but there may be an advantage in permitting each agency to make this decision. 
The agency would then use such a plan because it needed it, and not merely because 
it was required to. At the same time, II. R. 7824 follows the Commission's 
recommendations in giving wide latitude to agencies in devising plans to meet 
their particular requirements. This degree of latitude is essential. 

Summary ratings are required in II. R, 7824, instead of being optional as 
recommended by the Commission. If summary ratings are to be required, the 
Commission favors the provisions as stated in section 6 of the bill. 

In lieu of the Commission's proposal that performance ratings should not be 
the basis for any personnel action, H. R. 7824 provides that an “Unsatisfactory" 
rating shall be a basis for the removal of an employee from his position, and that 
periodic and longevity step increases shall be awarded solely on the basis _ of 
* “Satisfactory" or better ratings on the completion of the time periods. With 
respect to removals, the Commission could provide by regulations that such 
actions would be handled by the preferment of charges in line with recommenda- 
tions in our report. However, we feel very strongly that increases in pay should 
not be automatic. _ . . 

Under the present provisions of law, a periodic or longevity step increase is 
granted only when an employee has at least a satisfactory rating, and is also 
certified as being satisfactory as to service and conduct. The certificate reflects 
not only performance facts since the last rating date, but also permits consideration 
of conduct factors wdiich are not considered in a rating of performance. Ihe 
requirement of the certificate makes it necessary for an agency to make a current 
review of all factors which should be considered before approving the payment 
of a higher rate of pay for the employee and to determine whether or not the 
increase should be granted. We believe that this current review, accomplished 
through the requirement of a certificate as a condition to an increase in pay, is 
more important for this purpose than the performance rating, which may have 
been prepared some months previously. * We have no serious objection to the 
retention of the performance rating as a condition to step increases in pay, but 
we seriously doubt the wisdom of eliminating the further requirement of a certifi- 
cate of satisfactory service and conduct. b 

With respect to performance-rating appeals, H. R. 7824 contains the provision 
for an impartial review within the agency, recommended by the Commission, and 
superimposes the board of review provisions of the present law. In effect, this 
would give statutory sanction to current practices whereby delays in rating 
determinations, and in final actions based on ratings, are brought about by 
successive appeals, first within the agency, and later to boards of review. The 
j Commission recommended that it bo relieved of its present responsibility for the 
administration of a performance-rating appeals program, and that a single im- 
partial review be provided in each agency. If the Congress determines that the 
present board of review program is the most desirable method of deciding per- 
formance-rating grievances, the Commission will administer the program accord- 
ingly. However, we do not believe that the law should require more than one 
impartial review of any appealed performance rating. If the board of review 
program is to bo continued, it should be the only appeal required by law, and 
administrative measures should be applied to insure prompt decisions on the 
merits of appealed cases. . , . „ , * 

The Commission is somewhat concerned with the language or section. / {c) 
which confers the absolute right upon every employee dissatisfied with his per- 
formance rating/not only to appeal to a board of review, but to have the benefit 
of an expensive hearing, whether or not he presents evidence that the rating may 
be wrong. We can concede, as a matter of principle, that any employee who is 
rated as “Unsatisfactory" should have the benefit of a hearing upon his request 
without having to submit any particular reasons for appealing. However, we 
believe that an employee with a satisfactory rating should present at least some 
evidence of error in the rating before the expensive hearing procedure is called 
into action.. This is a matter that can probably be covered better by regulations 
than by law. The authority to modify the stated right by regulation could be 
expressed by starting subsection 7 (c) with the words “Subject to regulations of 
the Civil Service Commission.” 
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Section 2 (b) of the bill exempts employees in the Territories and possessions of 
the United States from the performance rating provisions. However, many of 
such employees would be subject to the step-increase provisions of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1-949 as amended by section 9 of the bill. We recognize that there are 
difficulties of administration with respect to the provisions of sections 7 and 8 of 
the bill, not only in the Territories and possessions of the United States, but with 
respect to employees of many departments and agencies at foreign posts of duty. 
It is suggested that subsection 2 (b) could be amended by eliminating “employees 
in the Territories and possessions of the United States,” and that a subsection 
(c) could be added, making the provisions of the bill applicable “to the extent 
practicable” to employees at foreign-duty stations and in the Territories and 
possessions of the United States. 

Although H. R. 7824 proposes less drastic revisions in laws governing perform- 
ance ratings than those recommended in the Commission -s report of January 31, 
1950, it represents a distinct improvement over the present statutory requirements. 
If revisions are made as recommended above, the Commission would recommend 
favorable consideration of the bill. 

Because of the need for immediate report, the Commission has not been able 
to clear this report with the Bureau of the Budget. 

By direction of the Commission: 

Sincerely yours, 


Harry B. Mitchell, Chairman . 


United States Civil Service Commission, 

Washington , D. C., March 1. 1950. 

Hon. Tom Murray, 

Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service , 

United States House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Murray: We have your letter of February 27, 1950, requesting 
information for consideration in connection with H. R. 7264, a bill to authorize 
the establishment of methods for the evaluation of the performance of work of 
Federal employees, and for other purposes. The following information is sub- 
mitted in response to this request: 

(1) Statistical analysis of the appeals handled by efficiency rating boards of 
review, by fiscal years, since 1942: 


Year 

Appeals 

received 

Decisions rendered 

Other dis- 
posals 

Raised 

Sustained 

Lowered 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

1942 

287 

107 

56.0 

81 

42.4 

3 

1.6 

79 

1943 

1,027 

187 

50.8 

175 

47.6 

6 

1.6 

244 

1944 

1,121 

356 

48.6 

370 

50. 6 

6 

. 8 

598 

1945 

1, 333 

388 

50.3 

376 

48.7 

8 

1. 0 

434 

1946 1 

1,671 

402 

49.0 

410 

50. 0 

8 

1.0 

704 

1947. 

1,670 

378 

42.2 

503 

56. 2 

14 

1.6 

440 

1948 

1,416 

467 

41.8 

641 

57.3 

10 

.9 

725 

1949 

1, 178 

310 

41.3 

441 

58.7 

0 

.0 

357 

Total 

9,703 

2,595 

46.0 

2, 997 

53. 0 

56 

1.0 

3, 581 


Note. Other disposals represent cases which were canceled or abandoned, many of which were adjusted 
or explained by the agencies to the satisfaction of appellants. 


Analysis of 751 decisions in fiscal year 1949: 

120 cases were appeals from “Unsatisfactory” ratings: 
67 or 55.8 percent were sustained 
32 or 26.7 percent were raised to “Fair” 

20 or 16.7 percent were raised to “Good” 

1 or 0.8 percent was raised to “Very good” 

155 cases were appeals from “Fair” ratings: 

81 or 52.3 percent were sustained 

67 or 43.2 percent were raised to “Good” 

7 or 4.5 percent were raised to “Very good” 
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347 cases were appeals from “Good” ratings: 

214 or 61.6 percent were sustained 

122 or 35.2 percent were raised to “Very good” 

11 or 3.2 percent were raised to “Excellent” 

129 cases were appeals from “Very good” ratings: 

79 or 61.2 percent were sustained 

50 or 38.8 percent were raised to “Excellent” 

Of the total cases, 441 or 58.7 percent were sustained, 271 or 36.1 percent 
were raised one level, 38 or 5.1 percent were raised two levels, and 1 
or 0.1 percent was raised three levels 

(2) In the fiscal year 1949, the Commission expended $108,276, representing 
23.2 man-years (2,088 man-hours per man-year), on efficiency-rating appeals. 
This activity is expected to cost $148,281, representing 29 man-years, in fiscal 
year 1950. % 

The Commission also expended $82,343, representing 13 man-years (2,088 man- 
hours per man-year), in fiscal year 1949 for efficiency-rating advisory service. 
This activity is estimated to cost $52,669, representing 8.1 man-years, in fiscal 
year 1950. 

If boards of review are discontinued as proposed in H. R. 7264, the cost of 
handling efficiency-rating appeals would be eliminated. However, there would be 
little, if any, reduction in the cost of the efficiency-rating advisory service. 
Furthermore, under the provisions of II. R. 7264, the Commission would under- 
take an inspection function which would absorb a part of the savings in present 
activities. Wc could also expect some increase in the cost of handling war 
veterans 7 appeals under section 14 of the Veterans 7 Preference Act since the 
Commission would have to consider performance factors in some cases where 
performance factors are now decided by efficiency-rating boards of review. In 
view of these circumstances, no specific estimate of savings can be supplied at this 
time. 


The Commission believes that substantial savings would result in operating 
departments and agencies if H. R. 7264 is enacted into law, even if there is no 
reduction in the cost of operations within the Commission. The fact that boards 
of review now cost other departments and agencies at least twice as much as they 
cost the Commission, is only a fraction, of the savings which would be realized. 
The change from complex to simple rating systems, contemplated in H. R. 7264, 
would accomplish greater savings than the mere elimination of boards of review. 

(3) II. R. 7264 would not detract from the preference granted to war veterans 
by section 12 of the Veterans Preference Act, in reductions in force. Even in the 
cases of agencies which decided not to use performance evaluations, each war 
veteran would continue to have absolute preference. The Commission now holds 
that a war veteran shall be considered as “Good 77 or better, and thereby entitled 
to absolute preference, unless he is officially Tatcd less than “Good 77 under a rating 
system which the Commission has approved. This interpretation of the law would 
continue to be applied if H. R. 7264 is enacted into law. 

Section 14 of the Veterans Preference Act prohibits adverse actions against 
war veterans, except for reasons which promote the efficiency of the service, and 
gives them the right to appeal from such actions to the Commission. ^ Under 
present law, the decisions of boards of review establishing efficiency, ratings are 
not further reviewablc by the Commission. If H. R. 7264 is enacted into law, all 
factors of adverse actions against war veterans would be reviewed on appeals to 
the Commission. To that extent, war veterans would receive some extension of 
benefits by the enactment of H. R. 7264. 

By direction of the Commission: 


Sincerely yours, 


Harry B. Mitchell, Chairman . 


Executive Office of the President, 

Bureau of the Budget, 
Washington, D. C. f May 12, 1950. 

Hon. Tom Murray, 

Chairman , Committee on Post Office and Civil Service , 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Murray: Reference is made to your letter of March 24, 1950, 
requesting the comments of the Bureau of the Budget with respect to H. R. 7824, 
a bill to provide for the administration of performance-rating plans for certain 
officers and employees of the Federal Government, and for other purposes. 
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Section 3 of H. R. 7824 would require each department to establish and use 
one or more performance-rating plans. We believe the reference should be to 
performance “evaluation' ' plans rather than “ratings," and that the use of such 
plans should be optional with the departments. In the event a department 
elects to utilize such plan, the Civil Service Commission’s approval should be 
a prerequisite. 

Section 3 also provides that these performance-rating plans shall be used to 
recognize the merits of officers and employees and to recognize their contribu- 
tions to efficiency and economy. We doubt the suitability of performance ratings 
for this purpose and believe the publicity attendant upon such recognition could 
better accompany awards under title X of the Classification Act of 1949. We 
further believe that a periodic evaluation of the performance of any officer or 
employee should be primarily for the purpose of bringing about improved per- 
formance and might lead to reassignments, training programs and the like rather 
than to public awards. 

Although the performance-evaluation plan standards listed in section 5 are 
meritorious, we feel that under paragraph (5), the requirement that the officer 
and employee be “promptly notified of their performance rating" should be omit- 
ted. We believe that the remainder of paragraph (5), that “each officer and em- 
ployee be kept currently advised of his performance," is desirable. 

Section 6 would require each departmental performance-rating plan to include 
at least three summary ratings: “Satisfactory," “Unsatisfactory," and “Ex- 
cellent.” We believe experience with performance evaluation in the Federal 
Government suggests that no such summary ratings should be required. The 
fundamental requisite in performance evaluation of an employee by liis supervisor 
is a sufficiently detailed review of the employee's performance to permit reaching 
discriminating conclusions as to desirable, action to be taken to improve that per- 
formance. When performance evaluations are required to lead to the selection 
of a summary rating, the tendency has been to debase the quality of the com- 
parison of actual job performance with performance standards. We believe that 
no summary ratings should be required in the statutes. 

Section 7 (a) requires each department to afford its employees one impartial 
review of the performance evaluation made by his supervisor, and we believe 
this to be sound. However, section 7 (b) , (c) , and (d) provides a system of formal 
appeals with hearings, briefs, examination of information submitted by others, 
etc. All of this appeals system is apparently made necessary by the summary 
ratings. Many years of experience in the Federal service with efficiency rating 
appeals systems of one kind or another leads us to the conclusion that they, along 
with the summary-type ratings, are not in the interest of improved job perform- 
ance. Following sucii formal adversary type of appeal proceedings, the super- 
visor and the employee find it difficult, perhaps impossible, to adjust to coopera- 
tive, productive working relationships. Just as we cannot support the summary 
types of ratings, we cannot support the formal appeals systems which these ratings 
lead employees and supervisors, in the interest of fairness and equity, to demand. 

Section 9, if enacted, would remove from section 701 of the Classification Act 
of 1949 the requirement that the employee’s service and conduct be certified as 
satisfactory as a condition to receiving the longevity step increase. Section 9, 
on the other hand, would continue the requirement that the employee have a 
current performance rating of “Satisfactory" or better. We believe that the, 
requirement of certification of satisfactory service and conduct should be retained 
and that the requirement of a current performance rating of a “Satisfactory" 
(or “Good") should be omitted. 

Section 10 would continue the requirement of section 703 of the Classification 
Act of 1949 of a “Satisfactory" (or “Good") performance rating for a longevity 
step increase. We believe that this requirement should be changed to a certifi- 
cation of satisfactory service and conduct. Along with other personnel actions 
which depend mainly on an efficiency rating, we believe this requirement promotes 
controversy and is of doubtful value in improving performance. 

II. R. 7824 makes no reference to, and thus continues in force, the present 
statutory requirements basing reductions in compensation, demotions, and dis- 
missals solely on efficiency ratings. We believe the summary types of performance 
ratings have become a substitute for penetrating performance analysis and feel 
that personnel actions, particularly those involving loss in pay or employment 
status, should be geared to a specific certification of the presence or absence of 
satisfactory service and conduct. Performance evaluations, to be fully effective 
in the Federal service, should become an instrument of supervisor-employee 
understanding and should be based chiefly, as section 5 of H. R. 7824 appears to 
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intend, on a thorough review of the employee’s performance in comparision with 
well-understood and accepted standards of performance. 

Since receiving your request for our comments, we have reviewed the report 
on FI. R. 7824, submitted by the Civil Service Commission to your committee. 
We believe our views regarding H. R. 7824, coincide with those expressed by the 
Commission, We agree with the Civil Service Commission that their proposals 
for the establishment of a performance-reporting system are preferable to the 
proposals in II. R. 7824. However, should the committee decide that the rec- 
ommendations of the Bureau of the Budget and the Civil Service Commission 
cannot be accepted, we feci that H; R, 7824, with the modifications proposed by 
the Civil Service Commission in its report, would result in some improvement 
over the present system. 

Sincerely yours, 

F. J. Lawton, Director. 


Government of the District of Columbia, 

Washington , D. C. } May 2, 1950. 

Hon. Tom Murray, 

Chairman , Committee on Post Office and Civil Service , 

United States House of Representatives 7 Washington , D. C . 

My Dear Mr. Murray: The Commissioners have for report II. R. 7824, 
Eighty-first Congress, a bill to provide for the administration of performance- 
rating plans for certain officers and employees of the Federal Government, and for 
other purposes. 

The bill provides that each department of the Federal Government shall es- 
tablish and use one or more plans for evaluating work performance of its. officers 
and employees and that no officer or employee be rated for any purpose except 
under a plan approved by the Civil Service Commission. The municipal govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia is included in the definition of “department.” 

Section 5 requires, among other things, that the plan provide that performance 
requirements be made known to all officers and employees. 

Section 6 provides that every plan have at least “Satisfactory,” “Unsatis- 
factory,” and “Excellent” ratings and that no employee be rated “Unsatisfactory” 
without a 90-day warning and a reasonable opportunity to demonstrate satis- 
factory performance. 

Section 7 (a) provides for one impartial review of the rating of any officer or 
employee requesting it. 

Section 7 (b) authorizes the establishment in each department of one or more 
boards of review to pass upon the merits of performance ratings. Each board 
would consist of three members, one designated by the head of the department, 
one designated by the employees of the department and one, serving as chairman, 
designated by the Civil Service Commission. 

Section 7 (c) provides that upon written application to the chairman of the board 
j of review any employee shall be entitled to a hearing upon any rating which is less 
than excellent. 

Section 8 (a), (b), and (c) authorizes the Civil Service Commission to make 
regulations for administration of the act, to inspect administration of rating plans 
and to revoke its approval of any plan after notice to the department that the plan 
is not being administered according to the act and regulations. Section 8 (d) 
provides that after notice of revocation the department must use a rating plan 
prescribed by the Commission. 

Section 9 amends section 701 of the Classification Act of 1949 in such a manner 
as to eliminate the requirement now in law that before an officer or employee may 
receive a within-grade increase in salary it must be shown, “That the. services 
and conduct of such officer or employee arc certified as being otherwise satisfactory 
by the department.” 

There are a number of classes of employees of the District of Columbia govern- 
ment to whom the provisions of the act should not in any event be applied. These 
classes are those mentioned in paragraphs 4, 5, and 7 of section 202 of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949. 

One of the classes to whom the act should not apply are teachers and school 
officers under the Board of Education. The Superintendent of Schools has 
reported that section 9 of II. R. 7824 would be in direct conflict with section 7 of 
the District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1947 which reads as follows: 

“Sec. 7. On July 1, 1948, and on the first day of each fiscal year thereafter, if 
his work is satisfactory, every permanent teacher, school officer, or other employee 
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oHhe Bold 5? 

mmsrn MBmms 

aT ? on f the teachers, school officers, and other employees 

In Ch t°h°i °* 0C ' rS ’ a, 1 ot - h ? r ^Ployee S shall annually rS^evidencc SSm 

SSLS’SSS “** w » h " r “0 •“*« 

rnmmmm 

S R 7824 alary ACt ° f 1947 aS amended ’ be excm^t fromlhe prov^ of 
^ro^glopplh^Ln^o^^ very 

Departments within the scone of tho hill v )rces ot the police and Fire 

GWiSe^ favorable action on the bill the 

following line 9, insVtTh^fol^ b<3 ad ° pted: Pa * e 2 > 

C) <V1 wi°i Sha]1 n l 0t ^PP'y to th e following officers and employees- 

asibaSaSSyapr® ? s 

g.og™» i™7ju„/3b"SP “ by P " b “° Law 1S1 - 


luivu UI 

Columbia; 

T ,rf '■“* <? ih « boM “ d 

iiaatffc* - 

p • i , _ . „ _ John Russell Young. 

/ resident, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 
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CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 

In compliance with paragraph 2a of rule XIII of thoRulcsofthe 
House of Representatives, changes in existmgjaw made by the bill, as 
introduced, ire shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed m italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman; . 

Section 701 of the Classification Act of 1949 

q.,,,, 7 0 i 17 a) 1 Each officer or employee compensated on a per annum basis, 

an! Occupying a permanent position within the scope of the compensation sched- 
ules fixed by this Act, who 1ms not attained the maximum scheduled rate of com- 
pensation for the grade in which his position is plawd.shaU be adva £ j { 
pensation successively to the next higher rate >vithm the Sf fiftv-two calendar 

conditi equivalent increase in compensation from ai^ cause^ was 

received during such period, except increase made pursuant to section 7U2 

OT (B^rTliat his current efficiency rating is ‘‘Good” or better than ‘‘Good’. ;1 

That he has a current performance rating of Satisfactory or bett , , .c i 

r C) ^t the servL and conduct of such officer or employee are certified 

shall be preserved 

unde? rcguSttonstssucd'by^ho CommissioiL^or ^ervico^idi^the 

fmoS”.™ rfv«i„ employment 

used in the systems of efficiency rating established pursuant to title IX of tins Act.] 
Section 702 (a) of the Classification Act of 1949 

increase within each of the time periods specified in section 701 Li ) J- 
Section 703(b) (2) of the -Classification Act of 1949 

(2) No officer or employee shaU receive a 

current [efficiency rating is good or . an+i«ifnotorv bv the department.] per - 
conduct are certified as being otherwise satisfactory by tne acpau j 

formance rating is “satisfactory” or better. 

Section 4 of the Act of August 23, 1912 (37 Stat. 413) 

kepT in tach'SartmentTnd ^dependent “tobMshnwnt 

to make them as nearly as Possibte r^ords ot iact aucn sy before he 

minimum rating of efficiency which miist ^ fttamedji^an ^e may 

may be promoted; it shah also provide^ - * 8 for a rat ing below which no 
fall without being demoted, it shall mnher p . ffidon A11 promotions, de- 
employee may fall without being dL l rovisions 0 f the civil-service rules, 

motions, or dismissals s ^ al ^ b ? .tZ f urn ishcd by the departments and 

ssai ip— .» 
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manVremOTedfrZ'iffii’Sm' * h ', P rovl ”°“ »' «» section .hall be » 


iM Act of July 31, 1946 (5 U. 


ooya; 


aore?„*m,M ™5!y“,Mti“s?,to il /,S-! K ;i i ."' ,ri in ,h ? <™“«™ branch „f t i, e 

saswrAjSS 1 ^ ssu^s wnr.suasrs 

that, with respecf to^mrhoyees in S t he° fielchse ^ effec J lve upo . n enactment, except 
to the Classification Act of 1923 7 lce \ wh °s? positions are not subject 

of the Classification Act of 1923 as amended ^ ° f .^^P^visions of section 9 

review, shall not become effective until stings by boards of 

12 e i5f 1 a und hed aS P r ?. vided in section 7 of the Act oV No ^ember^mo^sTstat 3 
SrLTor t heffiZVr SOribed by the CiVil SerViCe Commisio" Slfthe 

Title IX of the Classification* Act of 1949 

[TITLE IX EFFICIENCY RATINGS 

of Efficiency and -ay revive uniform systems 

positions in the claves and gS provided bvThi, 0 ^ t offl « ers and employees in 
forth degrees of efficiency which shall constitute ^uch systems shall set 
outstanding performance (2) the <rr.. ,,i ;,>, r „r ■ 0 ground p)r ^ * be recognition of 
(3) continuance Tt X eJs W £ g °* lnCT T es the rate of compensation, 
compensation of decrease in the rate of 

for the grade in which their podW, are nlaced are ab °, V ? the middle rate 

or dismissal from the service. ' P aCed| and ® removal from the position 

of each officer or P emptoyoc^ withsuch systems the efficiency 

tion by representatives of the GomS™ *1 a u Ra ^ n§s sha11 be °P en to inspec- 
departmen P t in accordance^ ^^th°rTu™ nS Issued ^v^th “n d empl< V ees of the 
or cp.oyec b.vc 

the” sertffi^shan n be 11 rnade P bv S thp r rieriai+ >Va ^ S t-^ r01 i! positions > or dismissals from 
warrant. by the de P ar tments whenever the efficiency ratings 

bofcf revieweJhorwSsha 0 !! becomDOs^nffh 011 depar ‘ ment one or more 
who shall serve as chairma^shah be d3atod bv ^ e p ° r memb ? rs .' One member, 
shall be designated bv the denartinpnf^rtoo by the Commission; one member 
designated by the officers and emnlovoes nf ri ^™d; and one member shall be 
manner aa may be determined by the Gommissfotf^ ® concerned in such 

tivE principarmemtem erS Thf bolrtf of^v' “ th £ ^ manner as their respec- 
respective chairmen for the ourniW of mn shall meet at the call of their 
of such efficiency ratings assigned to offing wi mg a ? d P assin S upon the merits 
to such boards of rev few asTiereb i aft (^provided. employees as b * submitted 8 

the appropriate Iward on-eview of' Ws^departi^^be enTitTd t0 th ° °, hairman of 
to a hearing and a review bv such hS( • be e “ tl . tled as a matter of right 
the hearing the officer or Implovee and such °/ fc ,s effic * enc y rating. At 

and such representatives of the department asTayTe dosignlted bftht dlpartl 
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ment shall be afforded an opportunity, (1) to submit orally Or m writing any 
information deemed by the board of review to be pertinent to the case, and 
5 ° f or examine and reply to, any such information submitted to such 
SJd brother pS. After P iny such hearing the board may make such 
nHinstmont in any such efficiency rating as it may find to be proper. 

d rSEC 903. Thc^Comrnission shall make a study of efficiency rating systems m 
the Federal service and submit a report to Congress on or before February 1, 
1050 setting forth its findings as to the operation and administration of such 
systems aiuDsuch recommendations (including specific recommendations for legis- 
lation) as it may deem advisable.] 


APPENDIX I 


History of the Efficiency-Rating System in the Federal Service 

There are records of efficiency-rating systems in Government departments as 
earlv as 1887 when they wore required to be used in promotion examinations. 
Presidents Cleveland and Benjamin Harrison both made efforts to have efficiency 
ratings made so that advancements to higher : paying positions would be b^ed 
on efficiency . A committee, appointed by President Theodore Roosevelt in 1905 
recommended the preparation of semiannual efficiency ratings. It was not until 
igT^wever, that any serious attempt was made to provide for uniform systems 

0f Bvtheict r of August 23, 1912 (37 Stat. 413, 414), the Civil Service Commission 
was directed to establish uniform systems of efficiency ratings for all departmental 
SKE of Columbia, and heads of departments were ordered to 

^Hn^r^i^authority^thc'Divisioi^of^EfficionOT of the Commission assisted in 

Pffioiencv bv the act of February 28, 1916 (39 Stat. 15), and continued cooperative 
efforts with different departments in the establishment of rating systems. 

On October 24, 1921, the President directed the Bureau of Efficiency to pre- 
scribe a svstem of rating of employees of the classified services of the Federal 
Government in the District of Columbia.” Heads of departments and independ- 
ent establishments were directed to apply this system to all employees (Execut v 

° r Sectffin 9 3 ofthe Classification Act of 1923 (42 Stat. 1488), authorized the Per- 
i oi aoifination Rnnrrl to review and. revise uniform systems of efficiency 

aariSSjais: * ■»«<. «f 

departments, subject 000^^47 %tat 416) the functions, powers, and duties 

ssfi b? 3 'VfHuHv 1 '!”' “ d ltt ptop * rty “ d 

SSiHEsssss 1 
SgSMeSSSSS sJrfSSfg 

provisionsof the ClScation and Ramspeck Acts, ^lya. 

«ll piTinlovees naid under the compensation schedules of the Glassin cation a.c . 
Efficiency ratings as a factor in reductions in force had l^ P^^^Vterms of 
ized by Executive orders, but their use was required by law under the ter 

■' c Th. n if t°! 

approval for any efficiency-rating system used for rating employees in the exec 
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s-sa s T ~“ v “ iej ’ ”<* 

system established under the authority of the Classi 

to e pro 0 d U uce aVn^mthJ^n ^p^ce^tagrbas'is ^pecTfl^to T ^| s V^PFl> ? ed 

<?p&Sk 



or& M f££ r ° 1 sLto. fr wss*&disif ,2 

i ViSS^* ^ 

because 

5 indicate what kind of nerforirmn™ woo o any guide lines 



what was" considered'' as^'Good’^nfrfnf^^^ 8 -' Employees' soon' l^eTthat 
“Excellent” fn a different depart, SlJt™'®” “ 0,16 department *» rated as 

ployeeT^ciSon"^ ActhpositZt S Rating el'men" ^i^ s y S tem f° r em- 
specifle. Supervisory judgments are reported ™ ip? h , bee " T® 130 more 
of symbols designating three evaluation level« 0D of lat nj ? Aments by the use 
standing performance and not S ' “how of ’strength" 1 ^ che°J ° P ut ' 

adequate performance and not “Neither strong nor weak ” m “k signifies 

were modified and then eliminated Final Q u' n ?^ wea J; Numerical ratings 
element marks by a definite standard adjeCtlVe ratlngs are to the 

Common ’ "wit]? the ToojKnhetS devised by the Civil Service 
Personnel Council) and apofies to all FeHpr»f a ag ?" CleS throu S h . «>e Federal 
Pa Rati nder the COmper J ation schedules of the Classification 3 A ° C t CUpy lng Potions 

exercises the authority of tlie head of the asenelf^'R 107 | iatln J committee which 
made on a standard form which contains 2fw111n, R + P &r efflcie “.cy ratings are 
supervisory positions and Tl factors that Z af n 1 »Mp f are , a t?plic a bJe to noo- 
ning, and supervisory positions Oniv Vhnoo f» f alilc for administrative plan- 
of the employee are used for the aDornlaTef 1 w® W ^ ch P ? rtain to the Position 
In a few experiments now being conducted with the T£n° yee f T+i k P? rforma nee. 

K,rjsc k du,i “ - ■>?“»'■ -^ras^jsitaa 

importantljneslare^iow^l^^iderii^ng^^hen^sli^mbifilb^placedlnlfroiit^of 
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basis of these evaluations, a AnaladjecUver^mg^ assignee!. un . 

Five ^tivo^^ paKar adjective- rating as- 

the rating and what mmai step ne , h 4-w rieht to see his own 

Slffitom, tt 1 to<S°th“SK “’other employee ■» hi, Money, »d to oppo.l 

bational, and special. Regular rat ng month o{ the pro bational period, 

one was needed for within graae sa a y Government service was being 

the cessation of hostilities t ^hen thoi ^‘^of the Govern g ^ ^ bagod Qn 

reduced rapidly, a great P , j r ®f t | is pro blem resulted in a change in 

short periods of service. Consld e™^,?. 9 1 .ujiuinated special ratings. Effective 
the uniform TtXg?: Intrance and 

January 15, 1948, the system prov uh employee is appointed or changes 

w Sftositiom raping aiMordance'with 

rS c^aT^ ^ * “ 

date or anniversary ratings for lnd 7'( ' l ^Xmi systcm incorporates the principle 

as 

ESiomon' W^thith, will receive . “Mr" or «Un»M.otory" r.ting .( h» 

appeal only to his supervisors who had pp . ^is own age ncy. However, 

TnotS “r 2?” »iSl Mhomod the «tebli,l.m.ot of bo.rd, ot review 

to s‘S k c »«fgl s a 0 ;>>s ! riVASrs £ tls 

designated by the Civil Service < |SSte to te designated by the employees 

K. o, £.s;srAh« 

“bSS “ ;SS“ w£S KblMrcd ,nd lbeg» wo£ Jnd.r th* Cte.iS 

w , only departmental-service employees whoBO ^ ti extended, insofar as 

^ tion Act could appeal to boards of review, '.“^Xld service by the act of 

practicable, to Cl^ification Ac emp oy ^ thereby field service employees 

August 1, 1941. llegffiatioMwere^ to appeal in 

whose positions weie under t e t _blishcd in the field service. The depart- 
writing even though no boards +hese appeals. The right of appeal was 

mental service boards took care of , ese a Pl>c 1Q40 even though their posi- 
extended to other employees by Act this law, however, specifically 
tions were not subject 0 p t he Post Office Department and all 

exempted employees m the field* Authority The right of a hearing and review 
employees of the Tennessee Valley Authority, ^ the 01aggification Act 

was fi postpo r ned uffiil re» ? o£afo^^^^ began 

toboTsUbhXffi ° A a nmnteroEthem are ^tgXffipay increases. Title VII 

based on several factors, one c ^ J cessiv f steps up to and including 

better permit periodic salary a l 2-f e p eri o d ic within-grade salary advancements 
3 regulatior^are madeby departments and agendas without 
review by the Commission. 
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